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Before: REINHARDT, W. FLETCHER and GOULD, Circuit Judges.

1. For the reasons stated in our disposition in the companion case, Young v.

Crofts, No. 01-35998, we reverse the district court’s ruling that all named

plaintiffs other than Gibson lacked standing on the ground, stated by the district

court, that they did not formally apply for residency.  

2. Based on our ruling in Young, the statute of limitations question presented

in this appeal may now be moot, for plaintiff Gibson will likely be able to

participate as a class member or a named plaintiff in the Young suit.  If Gibson is

able to obtain the same relief in the Young action, he will not be adversely affected

by his inability to participate in this action.  Whether the statute of limitations

affects Gibson will depend in part on whether, and in what manner, the district

court combines the two actions.  We therefore decline to address the statute of

limitations issue at this time.

3. The district judge did not abuse his discretion by refusing to recuse himself

in this case.

REVERSED and REMANDED.


